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CF.APTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
The chief purpose of this study was to compare letters 
considered not mailable which had been transcribed from 
Gregg Shorthand, Anniversary Edition, with letters also con-
sidered not mailable which had been transcribed from Gregg 
Shorthand Simplified with regard to the number and kinds of 
errors made. The writer wished to discover whether or not 
fewer errors were made in the actual reading of the short-
hand outlines in the simplified system. An additional pur-
pose was to find out which phases of the transcription work, 
as represented by the letters examined in this study, were 
the weakest and most in need of improvement in the Boston 
public school in which the writer has taught for a number 
of years. 
Analysis of the Problem 
A review of the literature covering the subject of 
transcription revealed the common weaknesses of pupils in 
advanced or transcription classes of shorthand. Twenty 
years of experience in the teaching of Gregg Shorthand 
have given the writer certain definite ideas as to what have 
been the difficulties. The advent of the revised system of 
Gregg Shorthand in 1949 made all teachers of shorthand, in-
cluding the writer, wonder if the supposedly easier-to-learn 
system of shorthand would help the learners transcribe more 
accurately. 
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In order to visualize the scope of the study, the follow-
ing problems were formulated: 
1. To determine which variation of the Gregg Shorthand 
system, the Anniversary Edition or the Gre gg Shorthand Simpli-
fied, resulted in fewer shorthand transcription errors 
2. To determine which phases of the transcription work, 
regardless of the shorthand system, were the weakest in the 
letters used in the study 
3. To determine what conclusions could be drawn from the 
finding s with regard to the revised system of Gregg Shorthand 
as compared with the Anniversary Edition of Gregg Shorthand 
4. To determine what recommendations might be made to 
improve the quality of the transcription work done in the 
Boston public school from which the data were gathered. 
Justification of the Problem 
The problem seemed important to the writer for several 
reasons. The Gregg Publishing Company in all its forewords 
about the revised system had stressed particularly the easier-
and-quicker-to-learn aspect. Through her own experience, the 
writer had found that Gregg Shorthand Simplified could be 
taught in a shorter period of time than was needed for the 
Anniversary Edition of Gregg Shorthand, but the writer had 
not had enough opportunity to decide whether or not tran-
scripts were better when transcribed from the Gregg Com-
pany's recent revision of t he shorthand system. 
During the school year, 1949-50, the writer had her 
i ' 
first experience with the revised system. She was given a 
class in shorthand theory. The theory work was completed in 
less time than had been needed heretofore in the study of 
Gregg Shorthand, Anniversary Edition . The pupils went on 
into the dictation classes, and the writer felt quite sat-
isfied with Gregg Shorthand Simplified. 
During the current school year, 1950-51, the writer 
3 
was given a dictation class writing Gregg Shorthand, Anniver-
sary Edition. A return to this system after having used t he 
simplified system,and liked. i~ caused the writer to wonder 
just how a comparison of the two systems in the form of tran-
J 
scripts might shape up. If outlines written for the most 
part in full were easier to read, then possibly there would 
be fewer shorthand transcription errors. From this thought, 
the problem evolved. 
Professional magazines have had many articles on the 
subject of transcription. Books have been written on the 
subject, also. The chief complaints have been that pupils 
have been very weak in the use of the typewriter, have been 
unable to transcribe accurately, and unable to use the tools 
of written English correctly. ' Therefore, the writer felt 
t hat an analysis of letters might prove interesting and use-
\ ful to herself and other classroom teachers. 
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Delimitation of the Problem 
This study was made from letters transcribed in dicta-
tion classes in a post-high school for girls in the Boston 
public school system. Both systems of Gregg Shorthand were 
represented by the letters used in this study. The classes 
were not selected groups. The transcription material used 
by the teachers was taken from Leslie and Zoubek's book, 
Dictation for Mailable Transcripts. The letters were tran-
scribed during the months of September, October, November, 
and December of 1950. Pupils were allowed to consult dic-
tionaries and the Postal Guide. Erasing was not permitted 
in the particular classes represented by the letters used in 
this study, but marked corrections were allowed. 
Organization into Chapters 
The review of related literature which follows in the 
next chapter gives t he opinions and findings of other teach-
ers of shorthand transcription. Comments concerning Gregg 
Shorthand Simplified by some teachers who have used it, - ~s 
well as the authors' thoughts about it,are also included in 
Chapter II. 
The procedures which were followed in this study are 
contained in Chapter III; Chapter IV contains an analysis 
of the errors found in the letters used in this study; and 
Chapter V contains the smmnary, conclusions, and recommen-
dations. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
The quantity and quality of the work that a stenographer 
contributes to the business which employs her determines 
largely the size of her weekly or monthly check. Therefore, 
the teacher trainers of .future stenographers should concan-
trate their efforts in trying to improve both the quantity 
and quality of the transcription work done in the dictation 
or transcription classes of shorthand. 
1 
Thomas points out in an article that transcription 
power is one of the stenographer's most important assets. 
Thomas believes that the ability to transcribe quickly and 
accurately is a valuable selling point and a justifiable 
claim for increased remuneration. 
2 
Leslie says that the businessman wants a fast, accurate 
stenographer, and that the best jobs and highest salaries are 
reserved .for those who qualify. 
In order to get that very desirable high salary, the 
pupil must spend a great deal of time in the learning pro-
cess. Mastery of the shorthand theory does not guarantee 
necessarily ultimate success in the transcription of notes. 
1 
Thomas, Archie C., "'I•ranscription Power and How to 
Achieve It," Balance Sheet, November, 1948, p. 110. 
2 
Leslie, Louis A., Methods of Teaching !.!'anscription, 
The Gregg Publishing Company, New York , 1949, p. 5. 
Without the self-confidence that mastery of the system 
brings, no one ever becomes a successful stenographer. 
The use of written English and the use of the typewriter 
must be mastered, also, in order to become competent. A 
fast stenographer who cannot spell or punctuate correctly, 
or one who cannot typewrite accurately is not worth much; 
on the other hand, a slow but accurate stenographer is a 
handicap in a very busy office. 
The following paragraphs, written by Potter and quoted 
1 by Sister Mary of St. Edmund of York in her Major Project, 
describe transcription well: 
Transcription is a delicately balanced com-
bination of physical and intellectual skills. The 
fine distinctions in the use of words and English 
mechanics to reproduce the expression of intended 
thought, and the physical and mental coordination 
required in shorthand and typing mesh together to 
form a highly complex performance. 
From the first day in the shorthand class to 
the last, the activities should be so planned that 
from each a definite line can be drawn to show their 
contributions to t he development of the end goal of 
all shorthand teaching--successful transcription. 
The general consensus of opinion among writers on the 
subject of transcription seems to be that failures do not 
come from the pupil's inability to learn shorthand but 
from weakness in t he elements upon which transcription 
facility is built. 
6 
1As reported in Instructional Exercises for Correlating 
English, Shorthand, and Typev~iting for Pretranscription Work, 
Master's Degree Major Project, Boston University, 1950, p. 4. 
1 
According to Le slie three thing s are being done by the 
s h orthand writer when he takes dictation--th e ear hears the 
word , the mind provides t he shorthand outline, and the hand 
writes t he outline. Because so much is being done almost 
simultaneously, the chance for error is great. 
The most pre ssing problem to be solved in transcription 
2 
work , so Leslie believes, is that of vocabulary. The lack 
of interest in reading of the averag e youth of today is evi-
dent and is, no doubt, accountable for the difficulty with 
vocabulary. Yet, the author reminds us t hat t he highschool-
er's sports vocabulary is very large; his vocabulary of 
current slang and catch words is larg e, also. Many adults, 
especially teachers, are quite as unfamiliar with the popu-
lar expressions of t he youth as he is with the words encoun-
tered in transcription. 
Words must be used constantly in order to be retained. 
Lack of time, opportuni ty, interest, and incentive contrib-
ute to the high school pupil's small "transcrip t" vocabu-
lary. Leslie thinks, however, that if a bill of lading 
could be made as interesting to the young pupil as a Texas 
leaguer, then there wouldn't be any difficulty. But who 
can imag ine a group of young people talking about bills of 
lading at a soda fountain? 
1 
Leslie, £E• cit., p. 13. 
2 . Ib1d., p. 256-260 
7 
The vocabulary requirements for a s h orthand pupil are 
three in number, as Leslie s e es them: The pupil must be 
able to write t he shorthand outline, he must be able to 
spell t he word correctly, a n d be must know enough of the 
meaning o f the word encountered to be sure it is t h e rig ht 
one among severa l possibilities. 
Yingling 1 found upon analyzing 1,560 transcription 
letters that type writing errors were in first place. Out 
of a t o tal of 10,950 errors, 4,192 typewriting errors oc-
curred or 38.28 per cent. These errors included poor 
erasures, strike ove rs, transposition of letters, omission 
of letters, incorrect spacing , faulty shifting , poor p lace-
ment, and crowding . 
Punctuation errors repre sen ted 21.4 per cent of the 
total errors made. The punctuation errors were 2,343 in 
number; of these, 63 per cent we re errors in the use of 
the comma. 
The English errors--spelling , grammatical errors, 
se n tence-structure errors, faulty parag raphing --numbered 
2,270 and represented 20.73 per cent of all the errors. 
These first three classifications of errors are 
errors i n t he mechanics of transcription. The three groups 
tog ether totaled 8,805, representing 80.41 per cent of t h e 
whole. 
1Yingling , Paul A., An Analysis of' t he Err~ Made in 
1,560 Transcription Lette~~' Master's Thesis, Pennsylvania 
State Colleg e, 1941, 47 ~p. 
8 
Miscellaneous errors numbered 1,287 or 11.75 per cent. 
Shorth and errors ranked last in Yingling's finding s. 
Of the total errors made, 858 were s h orthand errors and rep-
resented only 7.84 per cen t. 
Ying ling 's f i ndings indicate t h at the chief d ifficulty 
would appear to be a weakness in t h e development of the 
skills necessary for successful transcription. This makes 
the transcription teacher's problem a larg e on e, but not in-
soluble if there is enoug h cooperation among those concerned 
in t h e preparation of the pupil for a stenog raph ic position. 
Extreme youth is a handicap. The postponing of the 
learning of shorthand until a pupil is more mature is cer-
tainly desirable. But maturity is not in itself a guarantee 
of success. A combination of factors is nece ssary, as the 
following quota tion from Ying ling 1 s 1 study shows: 
The first factor is to get the notes down in 
g ood form. This implies that the student has spent 
a considerable amount of time and practice in the 
study and mastery of t he principles of shorthand 
and also that he has s pent considerable time and 
practice .in taking shorthand under timed conditions. 
The time element has always been one of the complaints 
of s horth and teachers. There never seems to be time to do 
all t he thing s that ought to be done for some of t he prospec-
tive stenographers. 
Out of a total of 1,548 letters transcribed in a hig h 
school i n a metropolitan district and reported in an article 
1 
Ibid. ' p. 18. 
l 
by Olenbush, only 119 were mailable when finished. This 
represented 7.6 pe r cent. 
In the study Olenbush described, t here were 820 mis-
spelled words, 580 t)~Ographical errors, 428 errors in ar-
rang eme n t, and 1,611 punctuation errors. Here ag ain the 
comma was the most misused mark of punctuation. The errors 
in t he use of the comma totaled 539 or 33.2 per cent of all 
the punctua tion errors. 
1.0 
The finditi@S of these two studies show that turning out 
mailable transcripts is not an easy task for the averag e 
pupil. Good mental ability is essential to becoming a good 
stenographer. 
Shorthand in itself is but a tool--a mighty useful one, 
to be sure. Of all the shorthand systems ever used, the 
Gregg system seems to have become the most popular. In 1890, 
John Robert Gregg introduced his system in this country. 
Since that time other systems have been in use in schools, 
but the Gregg system has been adopted widely for hig h school 
use. 
Teachers of Gregg shorthand have complained in the past 
that too much time had to be spent in learning the system and 
that too much memory work was involved in its mastery. The 
system was revised several times. New manuals were broug ht 
out in 1916 and 1929. The 1929 edition, or Anniversary 
1As reported in "A Study of Transcription Errors," 
The Journal of Business Education, September, 1939, pp. 11-12 
Edi tion as i t i s generally c a lle d , wa s simp l e r t h an the 
1 916 editi on. However, it st i ll took considerable time to 
learn. 
How to make the "tool" simple r to master so t ha t more 
time could be s pent on t he tran scription work--the g oal--
was on e of the p roblems John Robert Gregg was working on 
1,1 
at t h e time of h is deatht1 in 1948. Two of h is co-workers, 
Louis A. Leslie and Charles E . Zoubek, continued with 
Gregg's unfi nished work. The Spring of 1949 witnessed t h e 
result of their combined efforts, Gregg Shorthand Simplified. 
The arrival of the revision had been anticipated eag erly 
by all teachers of s horthand. Th e Gregg Publishing Company 
had prepared a b rochure which was distributed to all teachers 
of Gre gg shorthand in February, 1949, prior to the actual 
publ i cati on of the new books. The brochure described the 
c hang es whi ch were incorporated in t h e revised system. The 
co-authors, Louis A. Leslie and Charles E . Zoubek, explained 
and demonstrated the changes in the system at a conference 
held in Boston on March 13, 1949. Boston University con-
ducted t he conference for t h e teac hers of Gregg s h orthand in 
Boston and vicinity. 
Some t e achers received the c hanges avidly; but, as 
might be expected, the die-hards were reluctant to g ive up 
the tried for t h e untried. The scrapping of so many of the 
brief forms and disjoined characters caused much consterna-
tion. "A person will not be able to attain so hig h a speed," 
said t he die-hards. Yet, the authors demonstrated that more 
than sufficient speed for ordinary dictation could be 
attained. In the brochure, many statements have been set 
forth by the authors to prove· their points. 1 The authors' 
explanation of their reasons for longer outlines is as 
follows: 
The slightly longer outlines not only in-
crease the learner's shorthand writing speed by 
relieving the mental load but they increase both 
the speed and accuracy of transcription. The 
young transcriber, who is usually weak in English, 
reads the fuller outlines more rapidly and more 
accurately because they leave less to his knowl-
edge of English or to his imagination. 
Despite what the authors said, the task remained for 
teachers of shorthand to find out for themselves whether or 
not Gregg Shorthand Simplified was easier to learn, easier 
to teach, and easier to transcribe. 
The school year 1949-50 found many teachers of Gregg 
shorthand in that confused state of trying to unlearn the 
1929 variation of Gregg and adopt the 1949 revision. When-
ever shorthand teachers got together, a common question was, 
11 How do you like the simplified system?" Printed comments 
appeared in the various professional magazines during the 
year, 1949-50, and also during the following school year, 
1950-51. Some comments were favorable; some, unfavorable. 
1 Leslie, Louis A. and Zoubek, Charles E ., List of 
Changes in the New Gregg Shorthand Manual, ·· The JJregg Pub-
lishing Company, New York, 1949, p. 4. 
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1 Swem, the Official Stenog rapher of the New York Supreme 
Court, said that in recent years there had been a tendency to 
simplify everything . Electric orang e squeezers, dis h washing 
machines, package cake mixes, an d a host of other simplified 
aids for household use have been on the market for some time. 
Why not a simplified shorthand? Of Gregg Shorthand Simpli-
fied, he said: 
Our own field of shorthand offers a classic 
example of this reversal. A new, simplified 
edition of Gregg has emerg ed this year. • • • It 
is a true simplification, a true aid to the mind; 
As an aid to the mind, the authors2 quite forcefully 
state in the opening paragraph of the brochure: 
The new and simplified shorthand Manuals 
described in this brochure represent a reduc-
tion in the learning and teaching load of ap-
proximately 50 per cent as compared with the 
Anniversary Edition. Because of the exten-
sive research done by the authors, they have 
been able to accomplish this 50 per cent re-
duction in the learning and teaching load with-
out chang ing more than approximately 10 per 
cent of the shorthand outlines in business dic-
tation. 
Interesting comments have b e en made by teachers of 
shorthand ever since the advent of Gregg Shorthand Simpli-
fied. The writer has found that the system was more eas-
ily learned and took less school time in the learning than 
the Anniversary Edition of Gregg shorthand. 
1 Swem, Charles Lee, "Simplification Will Help," The 
Gregg Writer, September, 1949, p. 34. 
2Leslie and Zoubek, ££• cit., p. 3. 
1 Gress taught a class in Gregg Simplified Shorthand 
at Hunter College in the summer session of 1949. Also, in 
the first and second semesters of 1949-50, he had similar 
classes. He has recounted his experiences with the revised 
system in an article which appeared in the UBEA Forum. 
The presentation of the system, so Gress thinks, has 
been simplified. He finds that only ten minutes are needed 
to present a new lesson. He also thinks that all teachers 
will get the best results if they do not insist on absolute 
mastery of the theory as presented in each lesson. Over a 
long-range period, he finds that students get the material. 
His results with Gre gg Shorthand Simplified are much better 
than with Gregg Shorthand, Anniversary Edition. 
On the other hand Ickes2 , writing in the same publica-
tion as Gress, takes a very different view of the situation. 
He takes issue with the co-authors of the revised system. 
He does not believe that longer outlines may be written more 
rapidly than shorter outlines because they are more easily 
constructed. If longer outlines may be written more rapidly 
or as rapidly as the shorter forms, then Ickes wonders why 
any brief forms and abbreviated words are retained at all. 
1Gress, John J., "Experiences Encountered in Teaching 
Gregg Shorthand Simplified," UBEA Forum, October, 1950, 
pp. 22-25. 
2 Ickes, Paul c., "A Critical Analysis of Gregg Short-
hand Simplified," UBEA. Forum, October, 1950, pp. 22-25 
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On the acquisition of shorthand speed, Leslie1 says: 
Shorthand speed is not achieved by the in-
vention and memorization of more and shorter 
shortcuts. Shorthand spe~d is achieved by be-
coming more and more familiar with the short-
hand material we already know. 
The brochure 2 particularly points out that the great-
est advantage in the revised system with its longer out-
lines is that the learner writes much more easily and flu-
ently as he does not have to hesitate to remember some 
seldom-used and half-forgotten word beginning or phrase. 
The learner, however, needs to be a pupil of good 
mental ability. No teacher can make a first-class stenog-
rapher out of poor material. Therefore, the selection of 
the pupils for the shorthand classes in a school should be 
made carefully. Steering the right pupils into the right 
courses is the job of the guidance officer in most schools. 
The guidance officer needs more than an expressed desire as 
a basis for choosing shorthand. As yet, prognostic tests 
15 
are far from satisfactory in predicting success in the study 
of shorthand. Leslie3 reco.rmnends the Shepherd English Place-
ment Test. Some teachers think that a pupil's English mark 
1 
Leslie, Louis A., "Families of Families in Shorthand," 
The Gregg Writer, June, 1950, p. 589. 
2 Leslie and Zoubek, ' ! List of Changes in t he New Gregg 
Shorthand Manual, ., p. 3. 
3t eslie, Me thods of Teach~Qg Transcription, p. 2. 
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is a fair indication of success; others think that a forei gn 
language mark is dependable. 
The most difficult stage in the training of pupils for 
stenographic work is the transcription stage, not learning 
the theory. The more time that can be given to transcrip-
tion work, the better for the pupils. If Gregg Shorthand 
Simplified can be transcribed more rapidly and more accu-
rately than earlier editions, as the authors claim, then, 
it may prove to be the boon for which all teachers of short-
hand have been looking . 
Curiosity as to whether Gregg Shorthand Simplified was 
an improvement from a transcription viewpoint over its pre-
decessor, the Anniversary Edition Gre gg, prompted the writer 
to attempt this study. The additional purpose of discovering 
how the work of pupils in a Boston post-high school compared 
with the achievement of pupils in other schools was a secon-
dary aim. 
CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURES 
In conducting this study, the writer used the follow-
ing procedures: 
1. Literature related to transcription was reviewed. 
This provided the writer with a basis for comparison con-
cerning transcription errors. Another purpose in reviewing 
literature was to discover what claims were made for Gregg 
Shorthand Simplified and to learn how the system was received 
by teachers of Gregg shorthand. 
2. A collection was made of 1,060 transcription letters 
which were considered not mailable according to the standards 
of the Boston public school in which the study was conducted. 
In this collection of letters, 530 had been transcribed from 
Gregg Shorthand, Anniversary Edition; and 530 had been tran-
scribed from Gregg Shorthand Simplified. 
3. The letters were examined by the writer to discover 
t he reasons for rejection. 
4. The errors were classified and summarized on the 
individual papers. 
5. The errors were then recorded on two large tally 
sheets, one sheet for the errors made by the users of each 
variation of Gregg shorthand. 
6. The errors on both tally sheets were counted and 
tabulated according to their various classifications . 
7. The results of these tabulations were then analyzed 
and }_ compared. 
8 . Based on the findings of the study, a summary, con-
clusions, and recommendations were made . 
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CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATIO N OF THE; DATA 
The 1,060 lette r s used in this study were analyzed and 
compared with reg ard to the number and kinds of errors made. 
These errors were record ed on tally sheets and then totaled 
according to the various classifications of errors. The 
classification of errors used by the writer have been ex-
plained in detail at the end of t hi s chapter . The errors 
made in the 530 letters transcribed from Gregg Shorthand, 
Anniversary Edition, were compared with the errors made in 
the 530 letters transcribed from Gregg Shorthand Simplified. 
In general, the writer found that the letters which 
were transcribed from the revised system were better than 
those which were transcribed from Gregg Shorthand, Anniver-
sary Edition. The advantage s, however , were not from a 
. shorthand point of view but in the smaller number of total 
errors made in all t he class ificati ons. I n seven of the 
nine classifications of errors , t he group using Gre gg Short-
hand Simplified made fewer errors than the other group. I n 
two classifications, both groups had the same number o~ er-
rors. Group I (those us:Lng Gregg Shorthand, Anniversary 
Edition ) made a total of. 1, 411 errors as compared with 
1,205 errors for Group II (those using Gregg Shorthand Sim-
plified). The existence of a slightly hi g h med:Lan score 
in the rang e of intelligence quotients in Group II may have 
accounted f or the fewer errors made by this group . Table I 
shows the intellig ence quotients of the two groups. Group I 
TABLE I 
DISTRIBUTION OF INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS 
Scores Frequency 
Group I 
139-142 
135-138 
131-134 
127- 130 1 
123-126 
119-122 1 
115-118 1 
111-114 2 
107-110 7 
103- 106 6 
99 - 102 4 
95 - 98 6 
91- 94 1 
8 7 - 90 4 
83 - 86 
79 - 82 
75- 78 
71- 74 
67- 70 1 
Total Cases 34 
Range of scores for Group I, 67 - 128 
Rang e of scores for Group II, 84-139 
Median for Group I , 103 . 2 
Median for Group II, 108.5 
Frequency 
Group II 
1 
2 
2 
5 
6 
5 
2 
7 
8 
4 
1 
1 
44 
20 
had a rang e of 67 to 128, with a medi an of 103.2; Group II 
had a range of 84 to 139, with a median of 108.5. 
To the ~Titer, the results of the comparison of t h e 
two sets of letters were not signi ficant enough to make any 
conclusive statements about t he advantages of one form of 
Gregg Shorthand over the other. The analysis of t he errors 
did show, however, where the g reatest weaknesses were from 
a transcription point of view. 
The classifi cati on of errors as described at t he end 
of this chapter is that used in the school where t h is study 
was made. The reader needs to be reminded that t hi s school 
is not a hig h school but a post-hig h school. The girls are, 
therefore, more ma ture than those found in a high school 
class where transcrip tion would be done. Fewer errors would 
be expected from these groups. 
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Unlike a hig h school or any school operating on a seme s-
ter basis, progress is on an individual bas i s. There are two 
levels of d i ctation classes which follow the completion of 
Gre gg theory. These letters were transcribed by g irls in the 
lower or first dictation class. I n this class, erasing is 
not allowed but marked corrections are made instead--the er-
ror is underscored and the correct letter or word is typed in 
t he rig hthand mar g in. Erasing is permitted only in the more 
advanced dictation classes. A student moves from one dicta-
tion class to t h e next hig her one when she has fulfilled the 
requirements in the first one. Some students stay a much 
longer time in the first dictation class than others, and 
also stay a much longer time in the higher class, depend-
ing on their own ability. 
The writer found t hat faulty typewriting accounted for 
more than half of the err ors made in the 1,060 letters which 
were transcribed in all. The system of shorthand used by 
t he transcriber certainly had no bearing on this fact. A 
glance at Table II given below shows that Group I made a 
TABLE II 
COMPARISON OF TYPEWRITING ERRORS 
Kinds of Number Per Number 
Typewriting :ri1ade by cent made by 
Errors Group I Group II 
Marked 696 93.8 539 
Unmarked 38 5.1 86 
Strikeovers 8 1.1 5 
742~:: 100.0 630*~:-
-::-742 represents 52.5 per cent of all errors made by 
Group I 
**630 represents 52.3 per cent of all errors made by 
Group II 
Per 
cent 
85.6 
13.6 
.8 
100.0 
total of 742 typewriting errors and Group II made a total of 
630 typewriting errors, a difference of 112. Out of t he 742 
errors made by Group I, 696 or 93.8 per cent were marked 
22 
typewriting errors, that is places where there would have 
been erasures had erasing been allowed. The unmarked type-
v~iting errors totaled 38 and represented 5.1 per cent; 
strikeovers totaled 8 and represented 1.1 per cent. Of the 
630 typewriting errors made by Group II, 539 were marked 
errors which represented a percentage of 85.6; the unmarked 
errors numbered 86 or 13.6 per cent; the strikeovers were 
5 in number and represented .8 per cent. 
Obviously, the better typists were in Group II but 
Group I had better proofreaders. According to the standards 
of mailability adhered to in this school, an unmarked type-
writing error (one not corrected by the transcriber) or a 
strikeover made a letter unmailable. The complete list of 
the standards of mailability may be found at the end of this 
chapter. Both groups had excessive typewriting errors, the 
writer feels, in proportion to the total number of errors 
made. Group I had a percentage of 52.5 and Group II, 52.3 
i n the typewriting classification. 
The next type of error considered was an arrangement 
error. This kind of error in the writer's opinion is one 
of judgment and, in many instances, often the failure on the 
part of the transcriber to follow specific directions with 
regard to setup. The errors were few i n number; 14 for 
Group I and 13 for Group II, representing percentages of 
.99 and 1.07 respectively as shown in Table III. 
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TABLE III 
COMPARISON OF ARRANGEMENT ERRORS 
Number of 
Errors 
made 
Group I 14 
Group II 13 
-:~Group I made l, 411 errors in 530 letters 
Group II made 1,205 errors in 530 letters 
Per cent 
of all·::-
Errors 
.99 
1.07 
The spelling errors made by the two groups were rather 
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numerous despite the fact that a separate course in spelling 
is given. All must pass this course with a grade of 90 per 
cent. However, a g irl might be in a dictation class without 
having passed the course in spelling; she could be in the 
process of trying to pass it. The writer has found in her 
experience that the passing of a Spelling Final does not 
guarantee perfect spelling . Some girls will spell a word 
correctly one day and misspell that same word anotter day. 
Table IV shows how the two g roups compared with regard 
to spelling . Transcription rooms were equipped with diction-
aries and the United States Postal Guide; yet, city names 
were misspelled as well as ordinary words. Proper names 
other than city names were spelled for the pupils if there 
was anything unusual about the spelling of them. Taking 
TABLE IV 
COMPARISON 0It1 SPEI.LilifG ERRORS 
Kinds of Number Per Number 
Spelling made by cent made by 
Errors Group I Group II 
Misspelling 148 69.5 130 
Possessive 10 4.6 6 
Hyphenation 29 13.6 18 
Syllabication 1 .5 10 
Corrected Spelling 25 11.6 14 
213·:} 99.8 178 ~!~ .. -;~ 
_,,.,. 
"213 represents 15.1 per cent of all errors made 
... ~.,.,,.., Group I 
""178 represents 14.8 per cent of all errors made 
Group II 
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Per 
cent 
73.0 
3.4 
10.1 
5.6 
7.9 
100.0 
by 
by 
a chance with the spelling of words instead of using the ref-
erence books was the reason for the rejection of many letters. 
Group II had 35 fewer misspelled words than Group I. 
The percentages of error were 15.1 and 14.8 for the two 
groups respectively. Any kind of a spelling er:r·or except a 
corrected spelling caused a letter to be forfeited. 
Shorthand errors were considered next. The three kinds 
of shorthand errors were serious, minor, and corrected. One 
serious shorthand error made a letter unmailable. A tran-
scriber might have had two minor s horthand errors or two 
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corrected errors or one of each without forfeiting the 
letter. Any substitution of a word other than the one die-
tated had to be a sensible substitution and not change the 
dictator's meaning. The corrected shorthand error was a 
place where a wrong word was transcribed; but the transcriber 
discovered the error, underscored t he incorrect word, and 
put the correct the word in the margin. In a more advanced 
dictation class, there would have been an erasure instead of 
this type of correction. 
Table V shows how the two groups compared with regard to 
shorthand errors. Group II had fewer total errors than 
Group I, 220 as compared with 263. However, the table further 
TABLE V 
COMPARISON OF SHORTHAND ERRORS 
Kinds of Number Per Number Per 
Shorthand made by cent made by cent 
Errors Group I Group II 
Serious 150 57.04 171 77.7 
Minor 38 14.4 28 12.7 
Corrected 75 28.5 21 9.5 
263·::- 99.9 220~H~ 99.9 
-::-263 represents 18.6 per cent of all errors made by Group I 
-::-.;:-220 represents 18.2 per cent of all errors made by Group II 
reveals that Group II had more serious shorthand errors. In 
t h is type of error, the writer thought that perhaps the 
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transcribers of Gregg Shorthand Simplified might have an ad-
vantage, but the figures do not show that to have been the 
case. Group II had 171 serious shorthand errors whereas 
Group I had 150, a difference of 21. Group I had more cor-
rected shorthand errors, 75 as compared with 21 for Group II. 
Group I also had more minor shorthand errors, 38 as compared 
with 28 for Group II. The secondary classifications, minor 
and corrected errors, put the users of the revised system out 
in front. However, in the writer's own opinion, these facts 
have not presented any conclusive findings. 
The writer has found in her own experience that the re-
vised system can be learned in a much shorter period of time. 
The writer does not feel that the facts revealed in Table V 
have shovm that Gregg Shorthand Simplified may be transcribed 
more accurately than the Anniversary Edition of Gregg. In 
this study, no attempt was made to show whether the speed of 
transcription was improved with the revised system. The 
authors•± claims that the slightly longer outlines would in-
crease the speed and accuracy of transcription by relieving 
the learner's mental load have yet to be really proved. The 
total advantage of .4 per cent could not be considered con-
elusive, in the writer's opinion, even though the writer her-
self approves of most of the changes which have been made in 
Gregg shorthand. 
1Leslie and Zoubek, A List of Changes in the New Gregg 
Shorthand Manual, p. 4. 
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Omissions as shown in Table VI were not numerous. Seri-
ous omissions accounted for 59.6 per cent of the errors made 
by Group II in the omissions classifications. A serious 
omission means the omission of one word without which the 
sens of ~ sentence is meaningless. A transcript is worth-
less with one important word missing or with many words miss-
ing. Group I had fewer serious omissions, 9 as compared with 
28 for Group II. Group I had more of the minor omissions 
Kinds of 
Omissions 
One serious 
One minor 
Three to five 
Many 
-~~41 represents 
... :: .... !~47 represents 
than Group II, 
v:ery important 
TABLE VI 
COMPARISON OF OMISSION ERRORS 
Number 
made by 
Group I 
9 
21 
5 
6 
41~:-
2.9 per cent of 
3.9 per cent of 
but this kind of 
Per 
cent 
22.0 
51.2 
12.2 
14.6 
100.0 
Number 
made by 
Group II 
28 
8 
5 
6 
47-;: .... ;:-
Per 
cent 
59.6 
17.0 
10.6 
12.8 
100.0 
all errors made by Group 
all errors made by Group 
error was not considered 
I 
II 
because one word may be omitted from a sen-
tence and still keep the dictator's meaning clear. Naturally, 
the omission of as many as three to five words or more would 
.-
, 
make any transcript worthless. 
Punctuation errors, as shown in Table VII, were rel-
atively few in this study. In Yingling 1 s 1 study, the punc-
tuation errors represented 21 per cent of the 10 , 950 errors 
made in the 1,560 letters analyzed. The reader may wonder 
TABLE VII 
COMPARISON OF PUNCTUATION ERRORS 
Kinds of Number Per Number Per 
Punctuation made by cent made by cent 
Errors Group I Group II 
Wrong punctuation 12 25.5 13 37 . 1 
(other than comma) 
Misuse of comma or 29 61.7 21 60.0 
omission of comma 
Corrected 6 12.8 1 2.9 
-'~ 35 .. ~t--;: .. 47'' 100.0 100.0 
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-l:-47 represents 3.33 per cent of all the errors made by Group I 
~:--::-35 represents 2. 9 per cent of all the errors made by Group II 
at such a difference in the number of errors made by the tran-
scribers of the letters used in this study when compared with 
Yingling's. The writer reminds the reader that Yingling's 
study was made with high school pupils, whereas this study 
was made with post-high school pupils. The setup of this 
1Yingling , An Analysis of the Errors Made in 1,560 Tran-
scription Letters;-··p. 28. - --
particular post-high school has aided t he transcriber with 
reg ard to punctuation and gram.matical errors. 
The English course is divided into four sections or 
units: Grammar, punctuation, words, and correspondence. 
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These four sections must be passed with a grade of 90 per 
cent. Sections not passed must be repeated until the pupil 
earns the 90 per cent. The sections are not repeated imme-
diately; all four sections are given successively before t he 
repeating starts. This system allows those who pass all four 
sections of English the first time g iven to move on to a new 
subject being offered, such as law, filing, or something else. 
The punctuation section helps the pupils in transcrip-
tion work immensely. However, the transcription teachers 
have found that some pupils still make mistakes. Some pupils 
have to have letters rejected for the failure to use a comma 
after an introductory dependent clause before they start rec-
ognizing the "if11 or "when" or whatever the word may be as a 
danger signal. The teachers of English have been most co-
operative. They will use the poorly punctuated sentences 
found in rejected transcripts as illustrations in the English 
classes. Thus, the poorest transcribers who are dilatory in 
passing the sections of English, especially grammar and punc-
tuation, are getting a double dose. This sort of correlation 
really works to the transcriber's advantage. As all teachers 
of shorthand know, mailable transcripts are the result of 
stern measures and constant repetition. 
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Table VIII shows capitalization errors. This seemed to 
be a comparatively minor offense as both groups had t he same 
number of errors, 22 errors for each g roup. The percentages 
differed slightly--1.8 per cent for Group II and 1.6 per cent 
for Group I. Here again the distinction between serious 
TABLE VIII 
COMPARISON OF CAPITALIZATION ERRORS 
' Kinds of Number Per Number Per 
Capitalization made by cent made by cent 
Errors Group I Group II 
Serious 17 77.3 19 86.4 
Minor 5 22.7 3 13.6 
22 
.. ;! ... 
100.0 22 .. ;~ .. .. ;} 100.0 
.. :~ 
22 represents 1.6 per cent of all the errors made by Group I 
·::--::-22 represents 1.8 per cent of all the errors made by Group II 
errors and minor errors had to be considered. One serious 
capitalization error such as failing to capitalize the "P" 
in the word "President" when used in the official title, 
"President Truman," made the transcript unmail able. The 
minor errors were few and perhaps mig ht not be a greed upon by 
all teachers of transcription or all editors. 
The next classification of errors considered was that 
of g rammat i cal errors. The writer separated t h e sentence 
structure errors from other serious grammatical errors for 
a very definite reason. The writer has found that many 
pupils have great difficulty in recognizing the familiar 
types of sentences--simple, compound, and complex . A pupil 
who is weak in grammar often wants to put a period after a 
dependent clause. Also, a pupil who is weak in grammar just 
as often makes one sentence where there should be two. The 
authors of numerous articles on transcription faults have 
mentioned faulty sentence structure as being a common fail-
ing. 
Table IX shows that Group II fared worse than Group I 
in the grammatical errors, 34 errors as compared with 31. 
However , neither group made many errors in grammar consid-
ering the number of letters examined in this study. The 
TABLE IX 
COMPARISON OF GRAWAATICAL ERRORS 
Kinds of Number Per Number Per 
Grammatical made by cent made by cent 
Errors Group I Group II 
Sentence structure 15 48.4 16 47.1 
Other grammatical 14 45.2 18 52.9 
Corrected 2 6.4 
31·:~ 100.0 34~~~~ lOOQO 
*31 represents 2.2 per cent of the errors made by Group I 
·::--::-34 represents 2.8 per cent of the errors made by Group II 
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sentence-structure errors were not numerous, 15 for Group I 
and 16 for Group II. No doubt the separate section of the 
English work in grammar had much to do with this. Sentence 
structure would be touched upon in the punctuation section, 
also. Other grammatical errors included such things as the 
use of a singular subject with a plural verb or vice versa, 
using an adjective where an adverb was needed. These first 
two classifications were serious and made any letter worth-
less which had either a sentence-structure error or an error 
in the other-grammatical grouping. The corrected g rammatical 
error was considered a minor error. Group II had no corrected 
g rammatical errors and Group I had only 2. The total number 
of grammatical errors made by Group I represented 2.2 per 
cent of their 1,411 errors in the 530 letters. The total 
grammatical errors made by Group II represented 2.8 per cent 
of their 1,205 errors made in all. 
Yingling's study which has been referred to several 
time s in this study had 20.73 per cent in English errors 
which included spelling and capitalization. The writer con-
sidered spelling and capitalization separately. The post-
hig h school had a decided advantag e in the g rammatical er-
rors, but the over-all advantage is not larg e when the spell-
ing and capitalization errors are added to t he combined g ram-
matical errors of Groups I and II. 
Errors which did not seem to fit into the classifica-
tions as g iven in the explanation of the errors at the end 
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of this chapter were classified as "Miscellaneous." Table X 
shows these errors. Group I had 38 as comp ared with 26 for 
Group II. These fi gures gave percentag es of 2.7 and 2.2 for 
t he g roups respectively with regard to the total errors made 
by the two groups. A miscellaneous error could make a letter 
not mailable but, in most instances, that was not the case. 
TABLE X 
COMPARISON OF MISCELLANEOUS ERRORS 
Group I 
Group II 
Number of 
Errors 
Made 
38 
26 
Per cent 
of all·::-
Errors 
2.2 
·~~ .. 
Group I made 1,411 errors in 530 letters 
Group II made 1,205 errors in 530 letters 
Inconsistencies, failure to note an inclosure, failure to 
note the number of inclosures when more than one, were some 
of the miscellaneous errors. 
A summary of the errors made by Group I may be found in 
Table XI. The errors are arranged according to frequency. 
A summary of the errors made by Group II may be found 
in Table XII. 'I1he errors made by Group II are also arranged 
according to frequency. 
Kinds of 
Errors 
Typewriting 
Shorthand 
Spelling 
Punctuation 
Omission 
Miscellaneous 
Grammatical 
Capi ta1iza.tion 
Arrangement 
TABLE XI 
SUMMARY OF TOTAL ERRORS 
MADE BY GROUP I 
Number of 
Errors 
made 
742 
263 
213 
47 
41 
38 
31 
22 
14 
Total Errors 1,411 
35 
Per 
cent 
52 . 5 
18 . 6 
15.1 
3 . 3 
2.9 
2.7 
2.2 
1.6 
1.0 
99.9 
Kinds of 
Errors 
Typewriting 
Shorthand 
Spelling 
Omission 
Punctuation 
Grammatical 
Miscellaneous 
Capitalization 
Arrangement 
TABLE XII 
SUMMARY OF TOTAL ERRORS 
MADE BY GROUP II 
Number of 
Errors 
made 
630 
220 
178 
47 
35 
34 
26 
22 
13 
Total Errors 1,205 
36 
Per 
cent 
52.3 
18.2 
14.8 
3.9 
2.9 
2.8 
2.2 
1.8 
1.1 
100.0 
Table XIII summarizes the errors made by Groups I and II 
combined. These errors are arranged according to frequency 
and the over-all percentages are given. The combined er~ors 
numbered 2,616 and this made the averag e number of errors 
for the 1,060 letters examined 2. 5 . 
Kinds of 
Errors 
TypeviJri ting 
Shorthand 
Spelling 
Omission 
Punctuation 
Grammatical 
Miscellaneous 
Capitalization 
Arranpement 
TABLE XIII 
SU~~RY OF ERRORS 
MADE BY GROUPS I AND II 
IN 1,060 LETTERS 
Number of 
Errors 
made 
1,372 
483 
391 
88 
82 
65 
64 
44 
27 
Total Errors 2,616 
37 
Per 
cent 
52.5 
18 . 5 
14 . 9 
3 . 4 
3 . 1 
2 . 5 
2.4 
1 . 7 
1 . 0 
100 . 0 
Yingling ' s study had a total of 10,950 errors in 1,560 
letters . Since there were only two thirds as many letters 
used in the writer ' s study, the number of' errors in Yingling ' s 
study would be cut to approximately 7.~300 for the same number 
of' letters or about 2.5 times more errors. The age differ-
ence and immaturity of' high school pupils probably accounted 
for t hi s . 
However, in the typewriting errors, the percentag e of 
error for Ying ling 's study was 38.28 as compared with 52.5 
for the writer's study. Total shorthand errors in this 
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study accounted for 18.5 per cent compared with a percentag e 
of 7.84 for Yingling 's study. English errors in the latter 
study represented 20.73 of the whole. (This included both 
spelling and capitalization.) The writer's study showed 
14.9 per cent for spelling , 1.7 per cent for capitalization, 
and 2.5 per cent for g rammar, making a total of 19.1 pe r c ent 
to compare with Ying ling ' s En g lish errors. 
In comparing the total punctuation errors made, a v a st 
difference was noted. The writer's study had only 82 errors 
i n punctuat ion which re pre s ented 3.1 per cent of t he 2,616 
errors made. In Ying ling 's study, punctuation errors r anked 
second a nd represented 21.4 per cent of the 10,950 errors 
made. 
With regard to miscellaneous errors, the percentag e of 
error for the writer's study was 2.4 as compared with 11.75 
for Ying ling 's. 
While the total number of errors made by the two groups 
of post-high school pupils whose letters were analyzed was 
not great--2,616 errors in 1,060 letters--the writer has 
note d much evidence of need for improvement. The following 
chapte r contains t h e summary and recow_mendations. 
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CLASSIFICATION OF ERRORS 
The terms used to classify the various kinds of errors 
made in the transcribed letters which were analyzed are de-
fined as follows: 
Arrang ement: 
Typewriting: 
An arrangement error is poor placing of the 
typewritten letter on the paper--too high, 
too low, uneven margins , or mixing up the 
style of a letter, et cetera. 
All incorrectly struck letters (obviously not 
spelling errors), transposed letters, incor-
rect spacing between words or after marks of 
punctuation, raised letters are typewriting 
errors. 
In this study, typewriting errors were sub-
divided into marked. unmarked, and strikeovers. 
a. Marked : A marked typewriting error is one which 
the pupil knows she has made and would erase 
if erasing were allowed. Instead of erasing, 
the pupil underscores the wrong letter or 
letters and put s the correct letter or let-
ters in the rig ht-hand margin. 
b. Umnarked: An unmarked typewriting error is an er-
ror not discovered in the proofreading . This 
type of error causes the transcript to be re-
jected. 
c. Strikeover: A strikeover is the striking of one 
letter over another deliberately . All tran-
scripts containing strikeovers are rejected. 
Spelling: A spelling error is an obvious lack of lmowl-
edge of the correct spelling of the English 
word. 
In this study, spelling errors were subdivided 
in order to ascertain whether the pupil 's lack 
of knowledg e was in the actual letters which 
made up the word or whether the pupil's weak-
ness was in t he use of the apostrophe, the hy-
phen or division into syllables. Provision 
was made in the subdivisions for the correc-
tion of errors. 
Spelling (continued) 
a. Mi sspelling : .A misspelling is an obvious lack of 
knowledge of t h e exact letters which make up 
the Eng lish word. One misspelled word makes 
the transcript not mailable. 
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b . Possessive: A possessive error is a failure to use 
an apostrophe or a misuse of t he apostrophe in 
expressing the p ossessive case. 
c. Hyphenati on: A hyphenation error is a failure to 
us e a hyphen in a compound adjective modifier , 
such as round-the-world trip, or in a word re-
quiring a hyphen in the English dicti onary, 
such as set-to or self-made. 
d. Syllabication: A syllabication error is a failure 
to divide a word into its correct s yllables 
at t h e end of a l ine. 
e. Corrected : A corrected s pelling error is a s pe lling 
error which the pupil detects. The incorrectly 
s pelled word is underscored and the pupil puts 
t he correct spelling i n t h e margin . This then 
becomes a minor error as the pupil would h ave 
erased j_ f erasing had been allowed. 
Shorthand: In this study, shorthand errors were subdivided 
into serious, minor, and corrected. 
a. Seriou s: A serious shorthand error is a mi stake in 
the transcri ption of a shortha nd outline by 
substituting a word not dictated and one which 
could not be used in that particular place . 
b. Minor: A minor shorthand error is the substitution 
of a word which though not the one dictated 
does not alter the sense of the sentence • . 
c. Corrected: A corrected shorthand error is the sub-
stitution in the marg in of the correct word 
for an incorrectly transcribed word. The in-
correct word i s underscored. 
Omission: I n t h is study, omission errors were subdivided 
into serious, minor, omission of 3 to 5 words 
and more than 5 words. 
a. Serious: A serious omission is the omission of one 
word vital to the sense of a sentence. No 
transcript is considered mailable with one 
serious omission. 
Omission (continued) 
b. Minor: A minor omission is the omission of one 
word or possibly a phrase of two words not 
vital to the meaning of a sentence. 
c. 3 to 5 words: The omission of 3 to 5 words is 
considered serious and makes the transcript 
not mailable; this classification takes 
care of a clause. 
d. More than 5 words: The omission of more than 5 
words definitely shows that the pupil has 
difficulty in getting the dictation down or 
is incapable of reading his notes. 
Punctuation: In this study, punctuation errors were sub-
divided into wrong , comma, and corrected. 
a. Wrong: A wrong mark of punctuation is the misuse 
of a punctuation mark, other than a comma, 
such as using a period in a place where a 
question mark should have been used. This 
type of error is considered serious and t h e 
transcript is not mailable. 
b. Comma: A comma error is the failure to use a 
comma that is necessary to a sentence or 
the use of a comma when some other mark of 
punctuation should be used. 
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c. Corrected: A corrected punctuation error is a punc-
tuation error which the transcriber detects 
in the proofreading. She underscores the 
error and puts the correction in the mar gin. 
Capitalization: A capitalization error is the failure to use 
a capital lette r where one is required in a 
particular usage of a wor<?- or using a capital 
letter where one should not be used. The first 
category is always a serious error, but the 
second one might be a minor error. 
Grammatical: In t h is study, grammatical errors were sub-
divided into two classifications, sentence-
structure errors and other errors. 
a. Sentence structure: A sentence-structure error is 
the failure of the pupil to recognize what 
constitutes a sentence, such as using a period 
after a dependent clause or putting into one 
sentence what should be made i nto two sentences. 
Grammatical (continued) 
b. Other graw~atical: Any kind of grammatical error 
other than a sentence-structure error is put 
in this grouping; for instance, using a singu-
lar subject with a plural verb or vice versa. 
Miscellaneous: All errors which do not fit into the other 
classifications are taken care of in this 
grouping. Any inconsistency or the failure 
to note an inclosure is considered a miscel-
laneous error. Miscellaneous errors may be 
either serious or minor, but generally they 
are in the minor class. 
Standards of Mailability 
Serious Errors 
Arrangement 
Unmarked typewriting 
Strikeover 
Spelling (all class-
ifications except 
corrected) 
Shorthand (serious) 
Omission (serious) 
Omission (3 to 5 words) 
Omission (more than 5 words) 
Punctuation (wrong and 
comma errors) 
Capitalization 
Gram.ma tical 
Mi scellaneous 
Minor Errors 
Marked type¥~iting 
Corrected spelling 
Corrected shorthand 
Minor shorthand 
Minor omission 
Corrected punctuation 
Corrected grammatical 
Miscellaneous 
One serious error of any of the above makes a letter 
not mailable. 
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Two minor errors are allowed, but the third minor error 
makes a letter not mailable. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMNJARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
I 
I. 
In this study, the writer tried to discover by compar-
ing 530 letters transcribed from Gregg Shorthand, Anniver-
sary Edition, with 530 letters transcribed from Gregg Short-
hand Simplified whether or not t he latest revision of the 
Gregg system was more accurately transcribed. The letters 
used in the study had been considered not mailable accordin_g 
to the standards of the Boston public school in which the 
study was made. The two groups of students were not selected 
groups, just ordinary classes in progress at the time the 
study was begun. The classes, however, were dictation 
classes at the same level. The teachers were using the same 
material for transcrip tion and t he work was done under the 
same conditions. The group which was transcribing from Gregg 
Sh orthand Simplified had a slightly higher median of intelli-
gence quotients, 108.5 as compared with 103.2 for the group 
transcribing from Gregg Shorthand, Annlversary Edition. 
A record was kept of all t he errors made in the 1,060 
letters examined. The writer wanted to find out which phases 
of the transcription work, reg ardless of t he shorthand system, 
were the weakest from the point of view of mailability. In 
order to be of service to the school itself, the writer felt 
t hat an examination of all t he errors made was necessary. 
The total errors made in the 1,060 letters were 2,616 
in number or an averag e of 2.5 per letter. The g irls in 
t hi s school are older than high scho~l transcribers would 
be because the school is a post-high school. 
In summarizing an d in mak ing conclusions, t h e writer has 
taken up each purp ose of t h e study separately and in the or-
der in which they are listed in the first chapter. 
1. Which variation of the Gregg shorthand system, the 
Anniversary Edition or t he Gregg Shorthand Simplifi ed, re-
sulted in fewer s horthand transcription errors? 
r 
l 
According to the finding s of this study, the writer 
feels t h at the revised s horthand system, Gregg Shorthand 
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Simplified, has not shown any real advantage over the Anniver-
sary Edition from a transcription point of view. 
The total number of errors in the shorthand classifica-
tion were 220 for the group transcribing from t he revised 
s y stem as compared with 263 errors for those transcribing 
from Gregg Shorthand, Anniversary Edition. This appear s to 
be a g ain. However, when one looks ag ain at the breakdo~m 
of the errors, as shown i n Table V, the f igures s h ow that 
Group I (those transcrib i ng from Gre gg Shorthand, Anniver-
sary Ed i tion) had fewer errors in the s~rious error g roup-
ing , 150 a s comp ar e d with 171 for Group II (those transcrib-
ing from Gre gg Shorthand Simplified). Since one seri ous 
s h orthand error (the substi tution of a word which could not 
be used because t h e meaning of the sentence would be c h ang ed) 
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makes a letter not mailable according to the standards of 
mailabi lity used in the school where the study was made, the 
v~iter feels that the total gain is of little advantage. In 
the minor shorthand errors and in the corrected shorthand er-
rors, Group II had fewer errors than Group I which accounted 
for the over-all advantage. Out of all the errors made by 
Group I , 18.6 per cent were sh orthand errors; Group II had a 
percentage of 18.2 in shorthand errors. 
These findings do not substantiate to a very great ex-
tent the authors• 1 claims that "The slightly longer outlines 
• increase both the speed and accuracy of transcription." . . 
The advantages of the revised system in the opinion of 
the writer lie in the learni ng of the theory rather than in 
the transcription from notes. The ability to become a good 
transcriber includes the mastery of written English together 
with the ability to typewrite neatly and accurately as well 
as the ability t~ take notes in shorthand. 
Marked advantages of' t he newer form of Gregg shorthand 
over the previous edition have not been evident in the let-
ters analyzed. Pupils may write the revised system more 
fluently and less hesitatingly because of the simplification, 
but that advantage of t he system did not reveal itself in the 
analysis of the letters as made by the writer. 
1Leslie anct · Zoubek, A List of Chan~es in the New Gregg 
Shorthand Manual, p. 4. 
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2. Which phases of the transcription work, re gardless 
of t he shorthand system, were the weakest in the letters used 
in the study? 
Typewriting errors ranked first in the order of fre-
quency as shovm by Table XIII. The combined groups made 
1,372 typewriting errors i n the 1,060 letters which repre-
sented 52.5 per cent of all the errors made. Shorthand er-
rors ranked second, wi tb. · a percentage of 18.5 for the 483 er-
rors made; and spelling errors ranked third, with a percent-
age of 14.9 for t he 391 errors made. Much remedial work 
needs to be done in these three phases of transcription, es-
pecially in typewriting . 
3. What conclusions could be dra~m from the finding s 
with regard to t he revised system of Gregg shorthand as com-
pared with t he A~Diversary Edition of Gregg shorthand? 
Several conclusions may be drawn fr om the findings. 
First , the group transcribing from the revised system made 
fewer errors in all--1,205 as compared with 1,411 for the 
Anniversary Edition group . Secondly, in t he total number of 
shorthand errors, the g roup transcribing from Gregg Short-
hand Simplified had fewer errors than the other group--220 
as compared with 263. This gave a slight advantage to the 
group using Gregg Shorthand Simplified. The percentage of 
er:eor for this group was 18.2 as compared with 18 .6 per cent 
for the~ group using the Anniversary Editi on. Thirdly, in the 
serious shorthand errors classification, the group tran-
scribing from Gre gg Shorthand, Anniversary Edition, made 
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the better showing --150 errors for this group as compared 
with 171 errors f or the other group. The writer was some-
what surprised at this because the Anniversary Edition group 
had a lower range of intelligence quotients with a median of 
103.2. One might expect, the writer feels, that the g roup 
whi ch had the higher range of intelligence quotients with a 
median of 108.5 might have made fewer serious shorthand er-
rors. 
As has already been stated, the writer is of t he opin-
i on that this study does not show the real advantages of the 
newer form of Gregg shorthand over the older form. The real 
advantages, the writer f irmly believes, are in the learning 
of the theory itself rather than in the transcript i on of 
notes. This study in no way showed the time and speed ele-
ments involved in the transcription of notes. Those facts 
would be revealed in a very diff erent kind of study. 
Since shorthand is a means to an end, and the end in 
most cases is a mailable letter, the particular system of 
shorthand used to obtain the mailable letter is not important 
in itself. However, if the time spent in t he learning of 
the theory has been shortened--the writer knows from actual 
experience t hat this is the case--then the revised form of 
Gregg shorthand has been worth while from the point of 
view of t he saving of teacher-ti me, pupil-time, and the sav-
ing of the taxpayers' money. 
4. What recomme n dat ions might be Hlade to improve the 
quality of the transcription work done in the particular 
Boston public school from which the data were g athered? 
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Table XIII shows that the two groups used in this study 
made a total of 2 ,616 errors. Of this number, 1,372 were 
typewriting errors representing a percentage of error of 
52.5; the total shorthand errors were 483 in number and rep-
resented a percentag e of error of 18.5; the spelling errors 
numbered 391 and represented a percentage of error of 14.9. 
These three classifications apparently were the weakest . 
Therefore, the writer makes the following recommendations 
which might i mprove the transcription work : 
a. A planned program of remedial work in the form 
of a transcription clinic could be put into ef-
fect early in the year. The work in the clinic 
might include the following: 
(1) Analysis of typewriting faults and the 
proper remedial drills 
(2) Typewriting speed building 
(3) Shorthand speed building 
(4) Improvement of the reading ability of 
pupils from both the printed page and 
from shorthand plates and notes 
(5) Extra drill in shorthand principles 
(6) Extra spelling work and correlation of 
the work with that of the regular spell-
ing classes · 
(7) Extra drill in punctuation, grammar , 
use of words. 
b. Pre-transcription testing mi ght be given to t h ose 
pupils who have had shorthand and typewriting in 
hig h school. The poorest students would benefit 
by being put into a pre-transcription training 
class until they have been sufficiently trained 
before going i n to the reg ular dictation classes. 
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c. A cooperative training program for office positions 
similar to that which has been tried in other cities 
might be helpful. Under this plan, two girls would 
be hired for the same position; one girl works in 
the office while the other girl is in school for a 
two-we ek period. At the end of the two weeks, the 
changeover is made. The teacher coordinator and 
the employer cooperate in the training of the girls. 
Recommendations for Further Study 
Because the finding s of this study do not show the real 
advantages of Greg g Shorthand Simplified over the previous 
Anniversary Edition, the writer suggests that further study 
might be both interesting and helpful. 
1. A similar study of letters transcribed from Gregg 
Shorthand, Anniversary Edition, and from Gregg Shorthand 
Simplified using matched groups of students could be made. 
2. A study of the length of time spent in the two die-
tation classes beyond the theory in the same post-hig h 
school where this study was made might be of value. The 
records of a larg e number of writers of Gregg Shorthand, 
Anniversary Edition, could be compared with the records 
of an equal number of writers of Gregg Shorthand Simplified. 
No two girls spend the same number of days in the dictation 
classes because progress is on an individual basis. 
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APPENDIX A 
LIST OF MISSPELLED WORDS 
A 
accompanies definite handbook 
accurate definitely haven ' t 
advice depositors hearing aid 
air lines description 
analysis design I 
any time destroyed 
apiece develop inunedia tely 
apolog ies development in case 
appointment device incidentally 
assessments dinner increase 
atmosphere dispositi on initial 
attach dissatisfied inquiries 
due insurance 
B iron 
E 
bear L 
bearing effect 
benefited eight laboratories 
berth eig htieth letterhead 
bottom empty likelihood 
boys' endeavors l ong -term (a) 
budget envelope loyalty 
build - up envelopes 
evening M 
c evidence 
expiration makeshift 
calendar explaining manual 
cannot explanation manufacture 
caramel extension mark- down 
carries midwinter 
catalogue F models 
certain money-saving (a) 
classifies fifteen 
compliments flies N 
courtesies foregoing 
crescent forward needless 
customers ' fur neighbors 
newsstands 
D G ninth 
none the less 
daylight good will nowhere 
days greatly 
(a) means word used as adjective modifier 
/ 
LIST OF MISSPELLED WORDS (continued) 
0 
occurred 
occurrence 
one million 
one-way (a) 
ourselves 
overdrawn 
over-the-counter (a) 
p 
parkway 
past due (s) 
past-due (a) 
peculiar 
personnel 
planned 
pleasant 
plenty 
possibility 
pressure 
principal 
privileg e 
proceed 
proceeding s 
products 
propel 
property 
pursuing 
questionnaire 
R 
received 
receipt 
recipes 
renewed 
reshipping 
review 
routes 
s 
salaries 
saving s 
scenery 
scenic 
schedule 
service 
service men (s) 
shortcomings 
sig nature 
sincerely 
sketches 
soliciting 
sometime 
sometimes 
some time (s) 
speeches 
standpoint 
straightened 
substitution 
suggest 
supplementary 
supply 
surprisingly 
T 
than 
their 
thereafter 
teamwork 
thirty-day (a) 
today's 
too 
topcoats 
trailer 
u 
underwent 
undoubtedly 
unexplainable 
unforeseen 
unfortunately 
unusual 
up to date ( s) 
up-to-the-
minute (a) 
whether 
whose 
widely 
without 
won't 
wrappers 
worth while (s) 
(a) means word used as an adjective modifier 
(s) means construction required separate words 
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APPE NDI X B 
LIS'I' OF PROPER NAMES MISSPELLED 
August Francis Mount Pleasant 
Attleboro Frederick Newbury 
Bailey Gibbons Northampton 
Barnes Hanley Oliver 
Bergen Hazel Olivia 
Bismarck Holyoke Parke 
Boylston Hopkinson Passaic 
Breitner Houston Philadelphi a 
Britain Imelda Philip 
Brown's Irwin Pittsburgh 
Byrnes Jesse Sheridan 
Cecil Johnson's Sidney 
Dalton Kenneth Sioux City 
Davis's Lansing Skinner 
Dayton Laredo Utica 
Delaware Lenox Wadsworth 
Duluth Long fellow Wellesley 
Easton Los Angeles Whiting 
Ernest Louisiana Whi ttier 
Eveready Matthew Wilbur 
Felix Maurice Wisconsin 
Ferdinand Meriden Worcester 
Frances Montclair 
